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I. REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest is Assignee, Hewlett-Pacl<ard Development Company, 
L.P., a limited partnership established under the laws of the State of Texas and having a 
principal place of business at 20555 S.H. 249, Houston, Texas 77070, U.S.A. 
(hereinafter "HPDC"). HPDC is a Texas limited partnership and is a wholly-owned 
affiliate of Hewlett-Packard Company, a Delaware Corporation, headquartered in Palo 
Alto, CA. The general or managing partner of HPDC is HPQ Holdings, LLC. 
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II. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 



Appellant and the undersigned attorneys are not aware of any appeals or any 
interferences which will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the 
Board's decision in the pending appeal. 



Appln. S.N. 10/672,486 

Appeal Brief dated April 18, 2008 

In the Appeal filed January 18, 2008 

Docket No. 200308817-1 

Page 5 of 24 

III. STATUS OF CLAIMS 



Claims 3, 4, 6, 21-26, and 28-33 are the claims on appeal. See, Appendix. 
Claims 1 , 2, 5, 7, and 27 were cancelled. 
Claims 8 through 20 were withdrawn. 

Claims 3, 21 , 22, 24 through 26, and 33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02(b) 
as being anticipated by Schleicher et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,837,036). 

Claims 3, 4, 6, 7, 21 through 26, and 28 through 33 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tsuchida et al. (U.S. Patent Publication No. 
2002/0071941) in view of Schleicher et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,837,036). 
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IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 



In response to the Final Office Action of October 18, 2007, an amendnnent 
pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 1 .116 was filed on December 18, 2007. In the advisory action 
dated December 21 , 2007, the Examiner Indicated that for purposes of appeal, the 
amendment filed In response to the Final Office Action of October 18, 2007 would not 
be entered. 
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V. SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

In this sumnnary of claimed subject matter, all citations are to the specification of 
United States Patent Application 10/672,486. Further, all citations are illustrative, and 
support for the cited element may be found elsewhere in the specification. 

Independent claim 3: 

One embodiment provides a print medium having increased resistance to gasfade. The 
medium comprises an inhibitor including an odorless sulfur-containing polymer 

incorporated into the print medium. The inhibitor has a molecular weight greater than 
approximately 1 000 and includes poly(1 ,4-phenylene sulfide) or poly(1 ,3-phenylene 
sulfide). The print medium includes a plain paper, a porous print medium, or a swellable 
print medium. See generally, page 4, lines 13-15; page 7, lines 18-25; page 9, lines 5-7, 
lines 18-20, and lines 24-25; from page 9, line 29 to page 10, line 1; page 10, lines 2-4; 
and Figure 1 , reference numbers 2 and 4. 

Independent claim 4: 

One embodiment provides a print medium having increased resistance to gasfade. The 
medium comprises an inhibitor including a poly(phenylene sulfide) incorporated into the 
print medium. The inhibitor has a molecular weight greater than approximately 1000. 
The inhibitor is present in a concentration from approximately 0.25% by weight per cm^ 
of the print medium to approximately 30% by weight per cm^ of the print medium. See 
generally, page 6, lines 20-23; page 7, lines 18-25; from page 9, line 25 to page 10, line 
1; and Figure 1, reference numbers 2 and 4. 

Independent claim 21: 

One embodiment provides a print medium having increased resistance to gasfade. The 
medium comprises an inhibitor comprising odorless poly(phenylene sulfide) incorporated 
into the print medium. The inhibitor has a melting point ranging from approximately 125°C 
to approximately 400°C and a glass transition temperature ranging from approximately 
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75°C to approximately 250°C. The print medium comprises a plain paper, a porous print 
medium, or a swellable print medium. See generally, page 4, lines 13-15; page 6, lines 
14-17; page 7, lines 18-25; page 9, lines 5-7, lines 18-20, and lines 24-25; and Figure 1, 

reference numbers 2 and 4. 

Independent Claim 28 

One embodiment provides a print medium having increased resistance to gasfade. The 
medium comprises an inhibitor including an odorless sulfur-containing polymer 
incorporated into the print medium. The inhibitor is present in a concentration from 
approximately 0.25% by weight per cm^ of the print medium to approximately 30% by 
weight per cm^ of the print medium. The inhibitor includes poly(1 ,4- phenylene sulfide) 
or poly(1 ,3-phenylene sulfide). The print medium includes a plain paper, a porous print 
medium, or a swellable print medium. See generally, page 4, lines 13-15; page 6, lines 
20-23; page 7, lines 18-25; page 9, lines 5-7, lines 18-20, and lines 24-25; page 10, 
lines 1-5; and Figure 1, reference numbers 2 and 4. 

Independent Claim 33 

One embodiment provides a print medium having increased resistance to gasfade. The 
medium comprises an inhibitor comprising poly(1 ,4-phenylene sulfide) or poly(1 ,3- 
phenylene sulfide) incorporated into the print medium. See generally, page 7, lines 18- 
25; page 10, lines 2-5; and Figure 1, reference numbers 2 and 4. 
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VI. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

Whether claims 3, 21, 22, 24 through 26, and 33 are unpatentable under 35 

U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Schleicher et al. 

Whether claims 3, 4, 6, 7, 21 through 26, and 28 through 33 are unpatentable 

under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Tsuchida et al. in view of Schleicher et al. 
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VII. ARGUMENTS 

A. Rejection of Claims 3. 21. 22. 24-26 and 33 under 35 U.S.C. S1 02(b) as 
being anticipated by Schleicher et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5.837.036) 

Claims 3, 21, 22, 24-26 and 33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as being 
anticipated by Sclileiclier et al. ("Process and Filter for Removing Organic Substances 
and Ozone from Gases" referred to herein as "Schleicher") in the Final Office Action 
dated October 18, 2007. 

In Paragraph 4 of the Final Office Action dated October 18, 2007, the Examiner 
states that Schleicher discloses a composition comprising poly(phenylene sulfide) 
coated on a support, wherein the poly(phenylene sulfide) has a molecular weight of 
4,000-200,000, and a melting point of above 250 degree C, and that the poly(phenylene 
sulfide) comprises poly(1 ,4-phenylene sulfide) and/or poly(1 ,3-phenylene sulfide). 

In Paragraph 5 of the Final Office Action dated October 18, 2007, the Examiner 
states that though Schleicher teaches filter, rather than print medium, which contains 
the ozone-binding polymer, Schleicher is not limited to filter only. The Examiner points 
to column 3, lines 8-49 of Schleicher and states that it teaches the use of 
poly(phenylene sulfide) as a coating applied onto a "support material". On the basis of 
the use of the term "support material" in Schleicher, the Examiner alleges that 
Schleicher therefore teaches a material with printing functionality, i.e., a print medium, 
with a poly(phenylene sulfide) coating applied to it. 

Appellants strongly disagree with Examiner's use of the term "support material" 
and her interpretation of the Schleicher reference to equate Schleicher's "support 
material" with a print medium as presently recited in the Appellants' claims. 

Schleicher does not define the term "support material" directly in the 

specification. Column 3, lines 17-20 and lines 30-38, contain all the explanation and 

description that Schleicher gives about "support material": 

The ozone-binding polymers can be used as powder, granules, fiber, nonwoven 
web, felt, fabric, film, sintered material, foam, mouldings or as a coating or 
impregnation of support materials (emphasis added). 
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Coatings of support materials (emphasis added) witii ozone-binding polymer 
sucli as poly(plienylene sulfide) or poly(2,6-dimethylphenylene oxide) can be 
obtained by applying solutions of the sulfur-containing polymer to the support 
material (emphasis added). The support materials (emphasis added) used are 
generally inorganic substances such as glass, silica gel, alumina, sand, ceramic 
masses, metal and organic substances such as plastics. 

Schleicher's description of "support materials" is of quite a different thing than a 
print media. In Schleicher, the combination of poly(phenylene sulfide) and support 
material is a less preferred embodiment. They are unlike all of the examples of 
Schleicher which describe poly(phenylene sulfide) in the form of particles in a glass tube 
unattached to support material. In an alternative embodiment, as described above in 
the quotation from Schleicher, the poly(phenylene sulfide) can be coated onto a support 
material, either an inorganic material like glass, silica gel, alumina or sand, or an 
organic material like plastic. Such coating of the poly(phenylene sulfide) onto these 
support materials is used instead of poly(phenylene sulfide) by itself in the form of 
powder, granules, fiber, etc. These support materials do not have a distinct function 
except to provide a stable material or surface on which the poly(phenylene sulfide) can 
perform its ozone binding function. All of the materials mentioned are hard materials 
which can be produced in the form of particles or powders, similar to the particle, 
powder, or granular form described as being usable for the poly(phenylene sulfide) 
when it is used by itself in the filter device without a support material. (See Schleicher 
column 3, lines 22-26). These support materials would not for example serve as a good 
print medium. They are not designed for or intended for such use. The Schleicher 
specification, as quoted above, makes this clear. 

For all the above reasons. Appellants assert that Schleicher's "support material" 
is not the same, nor does it cover an area which could be interpreted to be the same, as 
the Appellants' "print medium". Schleicher in no way teaches incorporating 
poly(phenylene sulfide) into a print medium as recited in the claims of the present 
application. It is submitted that Appellants' print medium as defined in independent 
claims 3, 21, and 33, and in those claims depending ultimately therefrom, is not 
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anticipated, taught, or rendered obvious by Sclileiclier, either alone or in combination, 
and patentably defines over the art of record. 

B. Rejection of Claims 3. 4. 6. 21-26 and 28-33 under 35 U.S.C. S103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Tsuchida et al. (U.S. Patent Publication Serial Number 
2002/0071941 AD in view of Schleicher et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5.837.036) 

Claims 3, 4, 6, 21-26 and 28-33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tsuchida et al. ("Sheet for Ink Jet-Recording" referred to herein as 
"Tsuchida") in view of Schleicher et al. ("Process and Filter for Removing Organic 
Substances and Ozone from Gases" referred to herein as "Schleicher") in the Final 
Office Action dated October 18, 2007. 

In paragraph 8 of the Final Office Action dated October 18, 2007, the Examiner 
states that Tsuchida discloses an Inkjet recording medium comprising a homopolymer 
or copolymer compound containing sulfur which shows only a slight color change and 
discoloration of printed images even when exposed to ozone gas. 

In paragraph 9 of the Final Office Action dated October 18, 2007, the Examiner 
states that Schleicher teaches a composition that can be coated on a support, wherein 
the composition comprises poly(phenylene sulfide). 

In paragraph 10 of the Final Office Action dated October 18, 2007, the Examiner 
alleges that at the time the present application was conceived of, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the poly(1 ,4-phenylene sulfide) 
or poly(1 ,3-phenylene sulfide), of Schleicher with the invention of Tsuchida in order to 
reduce the ozone content in the recording sheet by reacting the ozone with the poly(1 ,4- 
phenylene sulfide) and/or poly(1 ,3-phenylene sulfide). 

Obviousness is a question of law based on (1 ) the scope and content of the prior 
art; (2) the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue: (3) the level of 
ordinary skill in the art; and (4) objective evidence of nonobviousness. Graham v. John 
Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 17, 148 USPQ 459, 467 (1966). An invention may be obvious if 
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it merely combines "familiar elements according to known methods [to] yield predictable 
results." KSR Int'l v. Teleflex Inc., 127 S. Ct. 1727, 1740-41, 82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 
(2007). 

A basic requirement to establish a case that a claim is prima facie obvious is that 
"there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in 
the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the 
reference or to combine reference teachings." A second requirement to establish that a 
claim is prima facie obvious is that "the prior art reference (or references when 
combined) must teach or suggest all the claim limitations." M.P.E.P. §2143. "In 
proceedings before the Patent and Trademark Office, the Examiner bears the burden of 
establishing a prima facie case of obviousness based upon the prior art." In re Fritch, 
1972 F.2d 1260, 1265, 23 U.S.P.Q.2d 1780, 1783, (Fed. Cir. 1992). "If examination at 
the initial stage does not produce a prima facie case of unpatentablity, then without 
more the applicant is entitled to grant of the patent." 

As stated above, the second requirement for a prima facie case of obviousness 
is that the prior art much teach or suggest all the claim limitations. Assuming arguendo 
that Schleicher and Tsuchida were combined as suggested by the Examiner, it is 
submitted that such combination does not teach or suggest ail the Appellants' claim 
limitations. 

Appellants respectfully submit that the Examiner is using impermissible hindsight 
from Appellants' disclosure in order to assume that Schleicher teaches or even 
suggests a use of poly(phenylene sulfide) on a print medium to achieve improvement in 
ozone fade of ink printed on the medium. 

Schleicher teaches a gas stream filter which is wholly unrelated to print media. 
Schleicher's filter contains at least one ozone-binding polymer, in the form of particles of 
poly(phenylene sulfide) or support material coated with poly(phenylene sulfide), and 
activated carbon. According to Schleicher, the coated support material can be inorganic 
substances such as glass, silica gel, alumina, sand, ceramic masses, and organic 
substances such as plastic. None of the support materials listed suggests a media 
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material that is printable. Even though organic materials were listed as a possible 
support material, only plastic was mentioned specifically. Printable organic materials, 
such as paper or cellulose fiber were not mentioned, nor anything like it suggested. As 
discussed above with regard to §1 02(b), all of the materials mentioned are hard 
materials which can be produced in the form of particles or powders, similar to the 
particle, powder or granular form described as being usable for the poly(phenylene 
sulfide) when it is used by itself in the filter device without a support material. (See 
Schleicher, column 3, lines 22-26). Schleicher's description in the specification does 
not suggest using the poly(phenylene sulfide) as a print media coating or anything like 
it. Therefore, if Schleicher and Tsuchida were combined, there would not be suggested 
or taught all of the claim limitations. Specifically, there would be no suggestion of using 
poly(phenylene sulfide) on print medium. 

Also with regard to the second criteria, for claims 3, 21-26 and 28-32 there is 
further basis to prove that the Examiner has failed to show a prima facie case of 
obviousness. Specifically, the combination of Schleicher and Tsuchida fail to teach or 
suggest either an "odorless" sulfur-containing polymer or "a plain paper, a porous print 
medium, or a swellable print medium". 

Again with regard to claims 3, 21-26 and 28-32, not only with the second criteria, 
but also with the first criteria prima facie obviousness, there is basis to show that the 
Examiner has failed to show that there would be some suggestion or motivation for one 
of ordinary skill in the art, to combine Schleicher and Tsuchida reference teachings in 
the first place. Schleicher's description of "support materials" is clearly not suggesting a 
print medium which includes a plain paper, a porous print medium, or a swellable print 
medium. Furthermore, Schleicher teaches nothing about an "odorless" sulfur-containing 
polymer. By the same token, Tsuchida teaches only a print medium coated with an 
ozone-binding sulfur-containing component with nothing about either "odorless" or 
"poly(phenylene sulfide)". These basic differences between the two references render it 
unlikely that one skilled in the art would ever find a suggestion or motivation to combine 
them. 
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Appellants respectfully submit that the Examiner is using impermissible hindsight 
from Appellants' disclosure in order to assume that Schleicher or Tsuchida, either alone 
or in combination teaches or even suggests applying either a poly(phenylene sulfide) or 
odorless sulfur-containing polymer to a print medium or more specifically, a plain paper, 
a porous print medium, or a swellable print medium. 

The Federal Circuit has spoken to the issue of impermissible hindsight on 

numerous occasions. In In re David H. Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 U.S.P.Q. (BNA) 1596 

(Fed. Cir. 1988), the court stated: 

To reach a proper conclusion under §103, the decisionmaker must step 
backward in time and into the shoes worn by [a person having ordinary skill in 
the art] when the invention was unknown and just before it was made. In light of 
a// the evidence, the decisionmaker must then determine whether ... the claimed 
invention as a whole would have been obvious at that time to tliat person. 35 
U.S.C. § 103. The answer to that question partakes more of the nature of law 
than of fact, for it is an ultimate conclusion based on a foundation formed of all 
the probative facts, (emphasis in original) ]d. at 1073-74, quoting Panduit Corp. 
V. Dennison Mfg. Co., 810 F.2d 1561, 1566 (Fed. Cir. 1987) 

The quote above from the Fine court makes it clear that the Examiner must "step 
backward in time" to just before the present invention was made, and look at Schleicher 
without knowledge gleaned from Appellants' disclosure. If the Examiner did this, in 
light of the detailed discussion above of what the skilled artisan would glean from the 
reference, she would come to the conclusion that the reference does not speak to the 
issue of whether it is suggested that poly(phenylene sulfide) (or an "odorless" sulfur- 
containing polymer, for that matter) can be coated on a print medium, or more 
specifically a plain paper, a porous print medium, or a swellable print medium. 
Furthermore, one skilled in the art would therefore not be led to combine Schleicher with 
Tsuchida in the first place. 

For all the reasons stated above, it is submitted that the combination of the 
references does not teach or suggest the print medium having increased resistance to 
gas fade. As such, it is submitted that the Examiner has not set forth a prima facie case 
of obviousness. For all the reasons stated above, Appellants submit that neither 
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Schleicher nor Tsuchida, either alone or in combination, teach or suggest the print 
medium having increased resistance to gas fade. It is further submitted that Appellants' 

invention as defined in claims 3, 4, 6, 21-26, and 28-33 is not anticipated, taught or 
rendered obvious by the cited art and patentably defines over the art of record. 
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CONCLUSION 

The Appellants respectfully submit that claims 3, 4, 6, 21-26, and 28-33 as 
currently pending fully satisfy the requirements of 35 U.S.C. §§ 102, 103 and 112. In 
view of the foregoing, favorable consideration and passage to issue of the present 
application is respectfully requested. If any points remain in issue that may best be 
resolved through a personal or telephonic interview, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 



Respectfully submitted, 

DIERKER & ASSOCIATES, P.C. 

/Julia Church Dierker/ 

Julia Church Dierker 
Attorney for Appellant 
Registration No. 33368 
(248) 649-9900, ext. 25 
juliad@troypatent.com 



3331 West Big Beaver Rd., Suite 109 
Troy, Michigan 48084-2813 

Dated: April 18, 2008 

JCD/WBH /sic 
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VIII. CLAIMS APPENDIX 
1 - 2. (Canceled) 

3. (Previously Presented) A print medium having increased resistance to 
gasfade, comprising: 

an inhibitor comprising an odorless sulfur-containing polymer incorporated into 
the print medium, wherein the inhibitor has a molecular weight greater than 
approximately 1000, wherein the inhibitor comprises poly(l,4-phenylene sulfide) or 
poly(l,3-phenylene sulfide) and wherein the print medium comprises a plain paper, a 
porous print medium, or a swellable print medium. 

4. (Previously Presented) A print medium having increased resistance to 
gasfade, comprising: 

an inhibitor comprising a poly(phenylene sulfide) incorporated into the print 
medium, wherein the inhibitor has a molecular weight greater than approximately 1 000, 
wherein the inhibitor is present in a concentration from approximately 0.25% by weight 
per cm^ of the print medium to approximately 30% by weight per cm^ of the print 
medium. 

5. (Canceled) 

6. (Previously Presented) The print medium of claim 4, wherein the inhibitor 
forms a film on at least a surface of the print medium. 

7. (Canceled) 

8. (Withdrawn) A method of forming a print medium having increased resistance to 
gasfade, comprising: 

providing a print medium; and 
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Incorporating an inhibitor comprising a sulfur-containing polymer into the print 
medium. 

9. (Withdrawn) The method of claim 8, wherein providing a print medium comprises 
providing a plain paper, a porous print medium, or a swellable print medium. 

10. (Withdrawn) The method of claim 8, wherein Incorporating an inhibitor 
comprising a sulfur-containing polymer Into the print medium comprises heating the inhibitor 
to a temperature above Its melting point and applying the melted inhibitor to a surface of the 
print medium. 

1 1 . (Withdrawn) The method of claim 8, wherein Incorporating an Inhibitor 
comprising a sulfur-containing polymer Into the print medium comprises Incorporating 
poly(1 ,4-phenylene sulfide) or poly(l,3-phenylene sulfide) Into the print medium. 

12. (Withdrawn) The method of claim 8, wherein incorporating an inhibitor 
comprising a sulfur-containing polymer Into the print medium comprises Incorporating an 
inhibitor Into the print medium In a concentration from approximately 0.25% by weight per 
cm^ of the print medium. 

13. (Withdrawn) The method of claim 8, wherein Incorporating an inhibitor 
comprising a sulfur-containing polymer Into the print medium comprises incorporating an 
inhibitor having a molecular weight greater than approximately 1000 Into the print medium. 

14. (Withdrawn) The method of claim 8, wherein incorporating an inhibitor comprising 
a sulfur-containing polymer into the print medium comprises incorporating an inhibitor 
having a melting point ranging from approximately 125°C to approximately 400°C and a 
glass transition temperature ranging from approximately 75°C to approximately 250°C. 
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15. (Withdrawn) The method of claim 8, wherein incorporating an inhibitor 
comprising a sulfur-containing polymer into the print medium comprises incorporating an 
inhibitor into at least a surface of the print medium. 

16. (Withdrawn) A method of producing a printed image having increased resistance 

to gasfade, Gomprising: 

depositing Inkjet ink onto a print medium; and 

incorporating an inhibitor comprising a sulfur-containing polymer into the print 
medium. 

17. (Withdrawn) The method of claim 16, wherein depositing Inkjet ink onto a print 
medium comprises depositing a dye-based or a pigment-based Inkjet ink onto the print 
medium. 

18. (Withdrawn) The method of claim 16, wherein depositing Inkjet Ink onto a print 
medium comprises undercoating the Inkjet ink or overcoating the Inkjet ink. 

19. (Withdrawn) The method of claim 16, wherein incorporating an inhibitor 
comprising a sulfur-containing polymer into the print medium comprises incorporating 
poly(l,4-phenylene sulfide) or poly(l,3-phenylene sulfide) into the print medium. 

20. (Withdrawn) The method of claim 16, wherein incorporating an inhibitor 

comprising a sulfur-contalnlng polymer Into the print medium comprises Incorporating 
poly(l,4-phenylene sulfide) or poly(l,3-phenylene sulfide) Into the print medium. 

21. (Previously Presented) A print medium having Increased resistance to gasfade, 
comprising: 

an inhibitor comprising odorless poly(phenylene sulfide) incorporated into the print 
medium, wherein the inhibitor has a melting point ranging from approximately 125°C to 
approximately 400°C and a glass transition temperature ranging from approximately 75°C 
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to approximately 250''C, wherein the print medium comprises a plain paper, a porous print 
medium, or a swellable print medium. 

22. (Previously Presented) The print medium of claim 21 , wherein the inhibitor 
comprises poly(l,4-phenylene sulfide) or poly(l,3-phenylene sulfide). 

23. (Previously Presented) The print medium of claim 21 , wherein the inhibitor is 
present in a concentration from approximately 0.25% by weight per cm^ of the print 
medium to approximately 30% by weight per cm^ of the print medium. 

24. (Previously Presented) The print medium of claim 21 , wherein the inhibitor 
has a molecular weight greater than approximately 1000. 

25. (Previously Presented) The print medium of claim 21 , wherein the inhibitor 
forms a film on at least a surface of the print medium. 

26. (Previously Presented) The print medium of claim 21 , wherein the print 
medium comprises a plain paper, a porous print medium, or a swellable print medium. 

27. (Canceled) 

28. (Previously Presented) A print medium having increased resistance to 
gasfade, comprising: 

an inhibitor comprising an odorless sulfur-containing polymer incorporated into 
the print medium, wherein the inhibitor is present in a concentration from approximately 
0.25% by weight per cm^ of the print medium to approximately 30% by weight per cm^ 
of the print medium; wherein the inhibitor comprises poly(1,4- phenylene sulfide) or 
poly(l,3-phenylene sulfide) and wherein the print medium comprises a plain paper, a 
porous print medium, or a swellable print medium. 
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29. (Previously Presented) The print medium of claim 28, wherein the inhibitor 
has a melting point ranging from approximately 125°C to approximately 400°C and a 
glass transition temperature ranging from approximately 75°C to approximately 250°C. 

30. (Previously Presented) The print medium of claim 28, wherein the inhibitor 
has a molecular weight greater than approximately 1000. 

31 . (Previously Presented) The print medium of claim 28, wherein the inhibitor 
forms a film on at least a surface of the print medium. 

32. (Previously Presented) The print medium of claim 28, wherein the print 
medium comprises a plain paper, a porous print medium, or a swellable print medium. 

33. (Previously Presented) A print medium having increased resistance to 
gasfade, comprising: 

an Inhibitor comprising poly(l,4-phenylene sulfide) or poly(l,3- phenylene sulfide) 
Incorporated Into the print medium. 
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IX. EVIDENCE APPENDIX 



None. 
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X. RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX 



None. 



